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ODOT District 12 objects to this alternative. The freeway is not an appropriate place to store traffic wishing to exit at Pleasant Valley due to fundamental limitations to the physical capacity of this intersection that can be attributed to the poor original design of the Forestwood approach to this intersection. ODOT declines to allow the City to build more pavement for ODOT to maintain to add ramp storage for a condition the City allowed to be created.
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ODOT requests an alternative that aligns NB-SB left turners head-to-head so that NB-SB left turn movements can occur concurrently and terminate independently. ODOT views the fact that Forestwood was originally built with a negative offset for SB left turns (resulting in overlapping turning paths for concurrent left turns) as the primary flaw in the design of the approach to this intersection. It should be corrected first before further modifications of I-77 are considered.
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Text Box
The first concept ODOT wishes to see the City explore is whether the Forestwood Dr approach could be restricted to RIRO access, with alternate access to Pleasant Valley and I-77 SB provided via indirect left turns and/or potentially creation of new connectivity between the Forestwood subdivision and Pleasant Valley. ODOT should have never allowed full movements at this intersection when the city proposed it in the early 1990's. That was a huge mistake.
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"Build Alternative 5'
Eastbound Left-Turm Lanes 725 550° 250° 475" & 675
Westhound Right-Turn Lane 725" 550°
=Turn lane length shown includes 50° diverging taper.
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This configuration still remains susceptible to queue-blocking. Why not develop a right-turn only lane further up the ramp on the inside of the loop? Oops, nevermind, I see that's proposed in Alternate 3.
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You're recommending 200' when the right turn demand suggests 575' and the through-queue block is 975'? This is going to be very expensive considering the topography and steep grade of the upstream driveway already. Why bother? This isn't even going to help that much.
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Try to avoid this sign to avoid additional expense for not much more storage...
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A 375' left turn lane almost meets the storage length based on turn demand (425') but is still short on through-queue block (625').
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Yes, D12 likes this lane configuration!
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Same comment as for Alt 2.
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Same comment as for Alt 2.

bblayney
Callout
More geometric detail needed in this area to determine how to provide pacing area ahead of EB merge but appears feasible in the space available, or consider squaring up the right turn, possibly turning into an additional through lane under I-77 and past the NB entrance, to provide an option for committing another one of the EB lanes to full-time use as a second left.
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L-L-T-R on approach? I'd rather get rid of the SB movements, but maybe aligning the lefts and making the SB left protected-only might be the next-best thing.
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In principle, ODOT is cautious in allowing double left turns at interchanges because they increase the amount of traffic and the rate at which it can enter the freeway. Even though traffic from Pleasant Valley enters I-77 NB in its own lane, space (gaps) in that lane are needed to allow NB traffic south of Pleasant Valley to make lane changes ahead of exits to Rockside and I-480. D12 thinks this analysis will need to go further north than just the next interchange (minimum) per policy requirements to the 480 split. We might need to see this side of I-77 evaluated in TransModeler since HCS sometimes doesn't handle weaving and lane positioning as well. In addition, ODOT may require a ramp meter to insert fixed gaps between successive entries to ensure gaps are provided to allow lane changes more readily.
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I'm not convinced that WB queuing is really that big of a problem, unless the strategy is to reduce the WB split to give more green to the EB left.
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This noise barrier can't be moved without fattening the embankment, which is going to kick the ditch line further out as well, potentially outside the RW.
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Noise barrier foundations will needed to be carefully spaced to miss two separate gas pipelines in this vicinity (an 18" and a 30") (see PID 22222 plans sheets 575 and 986); ODOT has test holes logs somewhere
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It's debatable how well-utilized this lane would be considering the right-most lane drops so quickly. Typically a double left would be fully-protected, which limits capacity.
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Callout
Would the city consider variable lane use, variable signal phasing to service the heavy weekday AM left, then revert to existing operation the rest of the day? (Left turners into 6024 Pleasant Valley could possibly get caught in a yellow trap.)
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Red dotted line looks like a project of the centerline of Pleasant Valley Road. Aren't the pier columns along the centerline inside the raised concrete median? What's going to be the offset to the toe of the barrier needed to protect them, assuming it will be less than 4'?
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Need a section here to see what this is going to look like to confirm ODOT bridge engineers would be OK with the treatment. One possibility would be to do something similar to Rockside under I-77, using barrier wall to retain part of the spill-through slope.
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The inside through lane is practically the "de facto" back of the EB left turn at the I-77 NB entrance, why not just make it official on the far side of the intersection and skip the taper? I know we don't like to drop people into a "trap" situation, but considering the challenges here, we could do worse... Depends on whether we could get by with a single through (through the NB entrance that is) west of the SB exit. TMC volume data looks promising.
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Convert SB channelized right turn to a signalized "hard" right turn by squaring it up at Pleasant Valley.
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